8/4/75 


Hr. Los Whitten 
c/o Jack Anderson 

1401 16 st., mr 

Wash. D.C. 20056 
Dear Bes, 

This morning' 3 column. , which appears to be a hit condensed as it appears in the 
Wx Post f is one of tte more important ones* It gets into an area that, in my belief, 
which is based on canUlerable experience, may ultimately have more significance than 
the exposures of CIA illegalities and improprieties* 

What this column deals with is an aspect of a much larger and not accidental 
corruption of the entire system of justice. As your column suggests, there is deli- 
berateness in it* 

Because unless tapes are destroyed they can be subpoenaed in lejpal proceedings 
and the drags undone, at least in some cases. In some cases tills is possible because 
of earlier and exposed FBI corruption in the Jencka case* 

From countless people who have been interviewed by the FBI I have no single 
instance of agents using tape recorders for interviews where witnesses were willing 
to be redorded and should have been. I have many instances of these same people 
reporting a of fidelity in FBI accounts of what they said, is a not unc ommo n 
practise for agents not to prepare reports where they can not get from witnesses what 
they want or got what they do not want. It is a common practise to destroy handwritten 
notes once they are typed, leaving no moans of comparing the typed versions with 
even the selections of what witnesses said that were in the handwritten notes. I have 
oases of SOG rewriting field reports to make them mean exactly the opposite. I recall 
one case and can today deliver the live witness who was threatened when he comp la i n ed 
about FBI im p roprieties to the extent of sending a lawyer to the agent in charge of 
that field office. 

ito gy nrv! ng not later than early 1967 I left off at Jack's office books contai nin g 
proofs of this - after being told by phone that they were wanted. The story is not 
new. The moat grevous case was in early 1971 as I now remember, a case in which I 
proved that an agent hftd sworn falsely. It was a disaster for me because the publisher 
of that book actually believe Jack yould overcome his hangups on dou^stic assassinations. 
You should recall my Asking you to return the xeroxes of what ^huck Elliott intended 
as a follow-up. I had to keep the publisher's *ord and reserve that and the not-used 
story on P er cy Foreman, recently Indicted over similar corruption* 

Falsa swearing by agents is not uncommon* There is a preference for semantics 
but when they fall short of the need perjury can be repetitious. In my recent case, 

C* A. 226-75, I proved this oharaga over and over again, under oath, without pro boitaa 
denial. In the end Judge John Pratt, who seems to have a record* of favoring the FBI, 
as in the wiretap cane, having totally ignored the charge and the proof of perjury, 
came as dose os a judge can to threatening fl Jim Beear and me, saying we could be 
sued if wo re pouted such charges outside of court. Jim's spontaneous response, of 
which I am proud, was that we were ready to walk outside tho courtroom and repeat them. 

and so the beginning of the rewriting of the FOIA began totally unreported by 
those who are its major beneficiaries and for whota it was reallyt intended. 

This column gets peripherally to the thrust of my work, work not understood by 
those who liavo not had the interest to read the freebees for which they asked., I am 
sob a "conspiracy theorist* 1 and my work does deal with the integrity of the federal 
institutions. I think: the argument can bo made that what is represented by this 00 L- 
lmm may bo the largest single cause of crime in the country — official crime. 

Sincerely, 


